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I. Background

The pace of a community’s growth can have significant implications for its character and
functioning.  Very slow or no growth can indicate a mature community or one that is in decline,
while rapid growth can overwhelm a community’s ability to provide services for its residents and
others.  The challenge facing all communities is finding ways to encourage a healthy rate of
growth while avoiding the explosive “booms” that can severely stress local facilities.  This
challenge is complicated by the fact that many key factors affecting a community’s growth rate -
most notably, its location with respect to major employment centers - are outside of its direct
control.  Pinelands communities must also work within the framework of the Pinelands
Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP), which protects the region’s unique natural resources
by diverting growth from the most environmentally sensitive areas to more appropriate locations. 
The CMP anticipates that regional housing and development needs can largely be met in these
Regional Growth Areas (RGAs) without incursions into the most pristine parts of the Pinelands. 

The 24 RGAs designated by the Pinelands Commission comprise less than 10% of the overall
Pinelands Area, but were zoned to accommodate approximately 60% of the new homes to be built
in the Pinelands over the coming decades.  Since the CMP went into effect in 1981, more than
40,000 homes and businesses have been approved for development in the Pinelands, the vast
majority of which are located in designated development areas.  While the CMP has been quite
successful in protecting the sensitive interior portions of the Pinelands from development, the
pace of development in certain RGAs (a few of which have grown by as much as 300% over the
past 20 years and are among the fastest growing in New Jersey), coupled with the lack of financial
resources to provide needed services have made it extremely difficult for some communities to
accommodate these housing demands.  The result in these locations is often overburdened school
districts, congested roads, and stresses on other infrastructure systems and local services.

To the extent that a community can anticipate impending growth, standard and innovative land
use planning practices offer a variety of tools to address certain impacts, such as zoning
provisions to specify where and what type of development should occur, and design standards to
foster development with desired attributes and amenities.  The ability of a community to more
directly control its growth rate, however, remains problematic.  The Pinelands CMP allows for
municipalities to designate reserve areas as a mechanism to phase growth.  These “municipal
reserves” are portions of an RGA that are downzoned until other appropriately zoned districts
that already have access to infrastructure are developed.  For various reasons as discussed in more
detail below, only one municipality to date has actively employed this approach.  In light of the
significant development pressures facing some RGAs, the Pinelands Commission identified the
need to explore alternative approaches as part of its comprehensive review of the CMP,
completed in 2003.  This paper presents an overview of mechanisms in use nationwide, along with
an analysis of the Pinelands RGAs that would most benefit from such approaches and resulting
implications for how any new programs could be structured.



1 Rural Development Areas are less intensively developed areas of the Pinelands that provide a
transition from RGAs and other designated development areas to the more protected portions of the
Pinelands.  The CMP permits residential and some other types of development in RDAs, but does not
allow for centralized wastewater treatment, effectively limiting the intensity of permitted uses. 

2

A. Current CMP Provisions

N.J.A.C. 7:50 Subchapter 5 Part VI contains minimum standards for the designation of municipal
reserve areas to “plan for the orderly rate and pattern of growth”.  A municipality can designate a
municipal reserve area within its RGA if enough vacant developable land exists in the remainder
of the RGA to meet the projected growth needs of the county and the municipality for the next 5
years.  In addition, the designated reserve area must:

? Not currently have sewer service and other essential public services, nor are such services
planned in the next 5 years

? Have a relatively uniform boundary that conforms to physical or environmental features

? Be next to areas designated for less intense development or not near currently developing
areas

? Be designated as a Rural Development Area (RDA)1 and zoned accordingly.

Within 5 years of designating such a reserve, the CMP requires that ensuing development take
place at higher RGA densities unless the municipality demonstrates that a delay is warranted
because:

? Adjacent developable land in the RGA has not yet been substantially developed; or

? All sewer service and other essential public services are not yet reasonably available; or 

? The amount of vacant developable land in all other RGAs in the municipality is sufficient
to meet the projected growth needs of the county and the municipality for the next 5
years.

As an alternative to reserving a portion of its RGA, a municipality can designate a reserve within
its RDA if the area is next to an RGA or developed areas located outside of the Pinelands.   In
addition, the designated reserve area must:

? Not have significant amounts of wetlands, somewhat excessively and excessively drained
soils, active agricultural lands, aquifer recharge areas, extreme fire hazard areas, and
flood-prone areas

? Have a relatively uniform boundary that conforms to physical or environmental features

? Be geographically balanced around existing or planned community centers



2 It would be possible, however, to downzone RGAs and transfer the lost units to an RDA-designated
municipal reserve that has yet to be activated.

3 Two other municipalities, Waterford Township in Camden County and Ocean Township in Ocean
County, designated municipal reserves in their RDAs at the time their Master Plans and ordinances
were originally certified by the Pinelands Commission.  In both cases, however, no further action was
taken and the reserves have, in effect, been discontinued.
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? Be accessible to employment centers, and commercial and recreational areas

? Not be contiguous with the more protected portions of the Pinelands (i.e., the
Preservation Area District, Special Agricultural Production Area, Forest Area and
Agricultural Production Area), and preserve an adequate buffer between the reserve and
these areas

? Have available or have plans for full public services, including sewer, water, roads, police
and fire protection, and schools and libraries

The CMP permits development of reserves designated within RDAs at higher RGA intensities
only when all of the following conditions are met:

? Adjacent developable land in the RGA has been substantially developed; and

? All essential public services are available; and

? The amount of vacant developable land in all RGAs in the municipality is insufficient to
meet the projected growth needs of the county and the municipality for the next 5 years.

Municipal reserves designated in RDAs essentially provide municipalities with a means of
expanding their RGAs in the future.  Only municipal reserves designated in RGAs, however, help
to address where and when development is accommodated in existing growth areas. 
Consequently, the remainder of this paper focuses on RGA-designated reserves (along with other
mechanisms for timing growth).2

To date only one Pinelands municipality, Hamilton Township in Atlantic County, has implemented
a municipal reserve program3.  Hamilton Township’s reserve comprises approximately 2,500
acres in the municipality’s RGA and was designated when the Township’s Master Plan and land
use ordinance were originally certified by the Pinelands Commission in 1985.  The Township has
since submitted demonstrations to delay imposition of higher densities several times, most recently
in January 2004.  The Commission agreed that a delay was justified because the RGA was not
shown to be substantially developed and sufficient developable land remains to meet the projected
growth needs of Atlantic County and Hamilton Township for the next 5 years.  In addition to
Hamilton Township, Commission staff analyzed and suggested reserve opportunities in
neighboring Egg Harbor Township’s RGA several years ago, but the municipality did not pursue
implementation. 



4 Current zoning permits residential development at a density of 1 unit per 5 acres.

5 From New Jersey Pinelands Commission Long-Term Economic Monitoring Program 2004 Annual
Report
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While no formal survey has been done to ascertain why so few municipalities have availed
themselves of the CMP’s municipal reserve provisions, possible reasons include:

? Requirements for designating reserves are difficult to fully satisfy - In particular, the
requirement for reserves within RGAs to be next to areas designated for less intense
development or not near currently developing areas, is difficult to achieve in many RGAs
given the scattered development patterns that have emerged in recent years. 

? When confronted with a rapid increase in development, a community’s attention is focused
on surviving the onslaught of applications and the need to provide infrastructure and
services, leaving few resources for undertaking proactive measures to reduce growth
rates.  Some of these municipalities are now nearing build-out (e.g., Barnegat and Stafford
Townships), essentially eliminating the need for any such measures.

? The RGA is too small to allow for a municipal reserve to be designated (e.g., 5 of the 24
RGAs are estimated to have less than 20 upland acres).

Even if the reserve provision were used more frequently, the experience of Hamilton Township
has shown certain limitations to this approach.  Because the existence of the municipal reserve
does not affect the pace of development in the remainder of the RGA, a community can still
experience rapid growth. Over 350 building permits were issued in Hamilton Township in 2003. 
While not as high as in other Pinelands communities, this amount of growth is still sufficient to
stress the school system and other infrastructure, most notably, an already overburdened road
network.  Furthermore, the delay in converting Hamilton Township’s municipal reserve to higher
densities has allowed some low-density development4 to proceed in the reserve for the past 20
years.  If the pace of this development quickens, the ability of the reserve to accommodate much
additional growth at the time when it is needed could be compromised.  

B. Need for Relief Mechanism

Prior to the late 1990s, the need for municipal reserves or other mechanisms to control the pace
of growth was not so evident.  The development of the casino industry in Atlantic City following
legalization of gambling in 1977, however, initiated a strong, steady increase in employment
opportunities and corresponding housing demand (today, almost half of Atlantic County’s
employment base is classified as being in the Accommodations and Food Services sector, much of
which is presumably related to the casinos5).   The nationwide economic boom of the mid-1980s
subsequently added to development pressures throughout the region.  The national recession of
the early 1990s led to a decline in development activity that lasted until the mid-1990s.  While
growth in many sectors of the economy again slowed in the late 1990s, the housing industry has
continued to perform strongly.  



6 Since the population census occurs only every 10 years, estimates are used to project growth during
the intervening years.
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As shown in Table 1, the result is that several Pinelands municipalities with RGAs experienced
substantial population gains from 1990-2000, including five that grew by more than 6,000
individuals (Egg Harbor, Evesham, Galloway, Jackson and Stafford Townships).  Furthermore,
population estimates for 2001 and 2002 as shown in Table 2 indicate that overall growth trends
will continue.6  Several municipalities with RGAs, however, are not wholly located within the
Pinelands boundary, and in certain instances, more population growth occurred in the portion of
the municipality outside of the Pinelands boundary than in the portion inside of the Pinelands
boundary (including Evesham, Galloway and Jackson Townships).  Consequently, while
“hotspots” of population growth exist on a regional level, the location of this growth with respect
to the Pinelands boundary has important implications for the effectiveness of any measures to
manage growth rates as discussed later in this paper.   In some instances, however, past trends
may not reflect changes in local conditions that can influence where growth will occur in the
future (e.g., as areas outside the Pinelands near build-out, development pressures will be directed
inside the Pinelands).

 Table 1.   Population Change in Municipalities with RGAs, 1990-2000*
Municipality % Land in

Pinelands
Total

Population
Inside 1990

Change in
Pop In

Pines 1990-
2000

Percent
Change

1990-2000

Total
Population

Outside 1990

Change in
Pop Out

Pines 1990-
2000

Percent
Change

1990-2000

Stafford 39% 5739 7651 133% 7568 1574 21%
Egg Harbor Twp 38% 11687 4522 39% 12905 1612 12%
Hamilton 97% 14988 4148 28% 1024 339 33%
Galloway 38% 8497 2161 25% 14824 5727 39%
Berkeley 30% 865 1602 185% 36424 1100 3%
Manchester 72% 10589 1596 15% 25387 1356 5%
Evesham 55% 10121 1432 14% 25188 5534 22%
Shamong 100% 5765 697 12% N/A N/A N/A
Barnegat 56% 2701 525 19% 9552 2492 26%
Southampton 73% 6792 401 6% 3410 -215 -6%
Winslow 81% 15426 173 1% 14661 4351 30%
Berlin Twp 16% 344 59 17% 5122 -235 -5%
Medford Twp 75% 18206 33 0% 2320 1694 73%
Berlin Boro 10% 133 8 6% 5539 469 8%
Chesilhurst 100% 1526 -6 0% N/A N/A N/A
Jackson 47% 4124 -18 0% 29108 9602 33%
Beachwood 28% 65 -61 -94% 9259 1112 12%
Tabernacle 100% 7360 -190 -3% N/A N/A N/A
South Toms River 48% 2689 -194 -7% 1210 -71 -6%
Medford Lakes 100% 4462 -289 -6% N/A N/A N/A
Waterford 100% 10940 -446 -4% N/A N/A N/A
Monroe 69% 15122 -716 -5% 11581 2980 26%
Pemberton Twp 90% 30740 -2613 -9% 602 -38 -6%
* From New Jersey Pinelands Commission Long-Term Economic Monitoring Program 2004 Annual Report;
   excludes Dover Township which has less than ½ of one percent of its land inside of the Pinelands.
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  Table 2.   Population Estimates for Municipalities with RGAs*

Municipality County 2000 2001 2002
Change
‘00-‘02

%Change
‘00-‘02

Jackson Ocean 42,816 45,635 47,580 4,764 11.1%
Egg Harbor Township Atlantic 30,726 31,984 33,382 2,656 8.6%
Manchester Ocean 38,928 40,519 41,431 2,503 6.4%
Galloway Atlantic 31,209 32,640 33,593 2,384 7.6%
Evesham Burlington 42,275 43,533 44,555 2,280 5.4%
Berkeley Ocean 39,991 41,191 41,946 1,955 4.9%
Little Egg Harbor Ocean 15,945 16,628 17,695 1,750 11.0%
Hamilton Atlantic 20,499 21,071 21,968 1,469 7.2%
Stafford Ocean 22,532 23,135 23,785 1,253 5.6%
Barnegat Ocean 15,270 15,805 16,405 1,135 7.4%
Medford Burlington 22,253 22,655 23,047 794 3.6%
Berlin Boro Camden 6,149 6,526 6,759 610 9.9%
Monroe Gloucester 28,967 29,227 29,522 555 1.9%
Winslow Camden 34,611 34,740 34,954 343 1.0%
Southampton Burlington 10,388 10,540 10,730 342 3.3%
Beachwood Ocean 10,375 10,438 10,628 253 2.4%
Shamong Burlington 6,462 6,499 6,634 172 2.7%
Chesilhurst Camden 1,520 1,523 1,665 145 9.5%
Waterford Camden 10,494 10,528 10,627 133 1.3%
Tabernacle Burlington 7,170 7,179 7,270 100 1.4%
Pemberton Township Burlington 28,691 28,513 28,772 81 0.3%
South Toms River Ocean 3,634 3,627 3,678 44 1.2%
Berlin Township Camden 5,290 5,296 5,331 41 0.8%
* From New Jersey Pinelands Commission Long-Term Economic Monitoring Program 2004 Annual Report;
  excludes Dover Township which has less than ½ of one percent of its land inside of the Pinelands.

The large population gains of the preceding decade were brought about by corresponding
increases in the supply of housing stock.  Table 3 shows that the residential development boom
has continued into this decade, with several Pinelands municipalities among the fastest growing in
southern New Jersey.  Table 3 also shows, however, that many non-Pinelands communities in
southern New Jersey experienced explosive development.  Furthermore, it follows from the
population data as well as recent development patterns, that, in some Pinelands municipalities, the
vast majority of residential development has taken place outside of the Pinelands boundary. 
Again, these findings have implications for the effectiveness of any relief measures that may be
considered to address high growth rates.  Similar to population growth, however, past trends may
not be an accurate predictor of where future development will occur.  Additional population and
building permit data for all Pinelands municipalities are provided in Appendix A. 

Regardless of their location, rapidly developing communities like those noted above experience
problems when growth occurs out-of-synch with the provision of public facilities and services.  In
some cases, the pace alone is sufficient to be problematic, such as when the number of building
permits issued each year is greater than the number of households served by a typical
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Table 3.  Number of Building Permits Issued in Fastest-Growing Southern NJ Towns
Municipality Pinelands

Municipality
?

County Total # Permits,
‘00-‘03

Rank

Jackson Township Yes Ocean 2,784* 1

Egg Harbor Township Yes Atlantic 2,437 2

Lakewood Township No Ocean 2,053 3

Dover Township No Ocean 1,881 4

Ocean City No Cape May 1,689 5

Manchester Township Yes Ocean 1,640* 6

Little Egg Harbor Township Yes Ocean 1,619* 7

Evesham Township Yes Burlington 1,571* 8

Galloway Township Yes Atlantic 1,501* 9

Barnegat Township Yes Ocean 1,497* 10

Washington Township No Gloucester 1,272 11

Hamilton Township Yes Atlantic 1,237 12

Berkeley Township Yes Ocean 1,198 13

Stafford Township Yes Ocean 1,105 14

Mansfield Township No Burlington 1,062 15

Woolwich Township No Gloucester 1,026 16

Cherry Hill No Camden 944 17

Deptford No Gloucester 887 18

Brick No Ocean 866 19

Gloucester Township No Camden 850 20

Sea Isle City No Cape May 812 21

Monroe Township Yes Gloucester 795* 22

Harrison No Gloucester 731 23

Hainesport No Burlington 715 24

Middle Township No Cape May 713 25

Lumberton Township No Burlington 668 26

Delran No Burlington 644 27

Winslow Township Yes Camden 602* 28

* Part of municipality is inside Pinelands, but most population growth and corresponding
   residential development from 1990-2000 occurred outside the Pinelands boundary.



7 The model elementary school developed by the New Jersey Department of Education serves 460
students.  In the fastest-growing Pinelands communities, nearly 800 building permits were issued in
2003.  While not all new households will have elementary school age children, the local school
systems in these communities will clearly need increased capacity to absorb such large increases in
the student population.
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elementary school.7  Since each new school requires several years to evaluate sites, prepare plans,
secure funding, obtain approvals, and construct, fast-growing municipalities often have to resort
to trailers, scheduling changes, and other temporary measures to allow them to catch up.  

Problems arising from rapid growth can be further complicated by the location of growth.  Just
because a parcel is located in an RGA does not mean that all facilities and services exist to
support the resulting development.  “Leapfrog” patterns result when vacant parcels are developed
outside of areas with infrastructure and other public services in place.  In these cases, all
supporting infrastructure, including water and wastewater lines, stormwater facilities, and roads,
as well as services such as fire/EMT stations, recreation facilities, and libraries, must be provided. 
While developers in New Jersey typically provide key infrastructure (e.g., water, wastewater,
stormwater, roads, and sidewalks) within their development, municipalities are limited in
obtaining assistance from developers for necessary off-site improvements.  New Jersey law
currently does not allow for the imposition of “impact fees” on developers to pay for most off-site
expenses, leaving municipalities to negotiate off-site improvements (e.g., road widening) on an ad
hoc basis and potentially with little legal grounds.  And because each development contributes to
off-site impacts incrementally, the need for additional facilities or services may not be apparent for
some time after construction is completed.

Many (but not all) of the problems caused by rapidly growing RGAs could be solved if sufficient
funds were available to provide the needed facilities and services.  The “lumpiness” of many
capital improvements such as sewers and schools, however, requires sizable expenditures over
relatively short periods of times.  Financing these improvements is increasingly difficult, given
local resistance to property tax increases, and cutbacks in many federal and state funding
programs.  In the Pinelands, this resistance to property tax hikes is despite the fact some of the
fastest-growing RGAs have relatively low residential property tax bills and effective tax rates in
comparison to the remainder of southern New Jersey, as shown in Appendix B.  Because New
Jersey law limits the amount a municipality may raise their taxes in a given year, however, local
revenue cannot be raised quickly even if substantial tax increases were politically feasible.  School
funding has been particularly problematic in recent years since the level of State aid has been
frozen and not kept pace with RGA growth rates.  

Implicit in any discussion of measures to better manage growth rates in Pinelands RGAs,
therefore, is the understanding that developing new major funding sources could reduce the need
for such actions.  For example, bills to authorize impact fees (including a recent proposal specific
to school funding) are routinely considered by the Legislature but have yet to be approved.  
Similarly, the recently initiated Constitutional Convention on Property Taxes could also result in
actions that offset some of the need for measures to better manage growth rates. 



8 As Jackson Township had a lower original housing obligation prescribed by the CMP, only a 16%
reduction in density is anticipated for its RGA.
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C. Previous Initiatives to Provide Relief

The limited use of the municipal reserve provision to date is not indicative of an overall disinterest
in mechanisms to control the pace of growth.  On the contrary, several communities have been
very vocal in their concerns over the amount of growth allocated to them by the CMP and the
pace with which it is occurring.  In response, legislators from the region and other areas of the
State have sponsored legislation over the past several years to authorize municipalities to adopt
“timed-growth” ordinances.  Also known as “adequate public facilities ordinances” (APFOs) in
other parts of the country, this authority would allow municipalities to tie the timing and location
of development to an orderly plan for infrastructure development, typically via a capital
improvements program (CIP).  Some of the bills have been specific to Pinelands communities
while others are Statewide in scope (further discussion of the legal authority for such programs is
discussed below).

In 2001, the Pinelands Commission amended the CMP to permit RGAs with the highest densities
to reduce those densities by roughly 30 percent if certain conditions were met.  Egg Harbor and
Hamilton Townships have since implemented the density reduction, and the Commission is
working with Manchester and Jackson Townships on implementing reductions in their RGAs.8

Concern over the impacts of high growth rates on the region’s water supply led the Governor to
place a hold on the issuance of water allocation permits and water use registrations in Egg
Harbor, Galloway and Hamilton Townships in September 2002.  These controls on new
development were lifted in January 2003 when significant precipitation (coupled with legal
challenges) brought an end to the water emergency that had been declared the preceding March.

In response to these initiatives and continued requests for assistance from fast-growing Pinelands
communities, in 2002, the Pinelands Commission selected Regional Growth Areas as one of two
focus areas to guide the periodic review of the CMP required by N.J.A.C. 7:50-7.11.  The
Commission released its recommendations in 2003, and called for revising the CMP’s municipal
reserve criteria to improve their utility followed by assistance to municipalities with RGAs to take
advantage of the revised program (the Commission previously considered revisions to the
municipal reserve criteria in 2001 but deferred action).  The Commission also acknowledged the
potential need to adopt implementing regulations should the State enact timed-growth legislation. 
In recognition of the ongoing development pressures facing certain communities, the Commission
assigned a relatively high priority for beginning work on these initiatives.  This paper is intended
to facilitate Commission decisionmaking and lay the groundwork for the development of more
detailed recommendations.

D. Related Initiatives

Two other initiatives are currently underway with potential implications for any efforts to manage
growth rates in RGAs.  First is the Pinelands Commission’s Housing Task Force, which was
created in 2004 in response to recommendations from the Commission’s recently completed



9 These terms, their definitions and examples are taken from Kelly, Eric Damian, Planning, Growth
and Public Facilities, A Primer for Local Officials, American Planning Association, Planning
Advisory Service Report Number 447, Chicago, IL, 1993.
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review of the CMP.  The Housing Task Force is charged with updating the housing demand
estimates that were used by the Pinelands Commission to assign housing obligations to the RGAs
at the time the CMP was originally adopted in 1980.  These obligations were then translated into
prescribed densities for the RGAs to accommodate the anticipated housing demand.  Depending
on the final allocations recommended by the Housing Task Force, the need for measures to
address high growth rates could be lessened if housing obligations are ultimately reduced in some
of the fastest-growing communities. 

The second initiative is the statewide Transferrable Development Rights (TDR) program that is
being established pursuant to legislation passed in March 2004.   While the details of this program
have yet to be worked out, it may provide an alternative mechanism to reduce development
pressures in Pinelands RGAs by transferring density to areas outside of the Pinelands (or even
inside to other high density areas such as Pinelands Towns).  Before any such transactions take
place, however, the Commission would need to determine how the statewide program relates to
the Pinelands internal density transfer program, the Pinelands Development Credit program. 
PDCs are used to transfer density from the most protected portions of the Pinelands to the RGAs,
and are an integral component of the overall plan to protect the Pinelands.  Implementation of the
statewide TDR program in the Pinelands must be designed in such a way as to not adversely
affect opportunities to use PDCs in the RGAs.

II. Overview of Timed-Growth Approaches

Approaches to allow for better timing of growth can be designed to address many of the problems
described above.  Such programs have been evolving since the 1950s when new road systems
made outlying areas more accessible to major employment centers and set off corresponding
development booms.  While variations abound and shared features may blur distinctions, for the
purposes of this paper, three categories of programs will be considered:

A. Geographic Area Designations

Encompassing both “phased-growth” and “urban growth boundary” programs9, these programs
work by delineating geographic areas for more intensive development.  Phased-growth programs
specify when development can take place in a particular location, often relying on the capacity of
public facilities or other limiting factors (e.g., environmental constraints) to control the phasing of
growth in a particular location.  One of the better known examples of this type of program was
developed by Ramapo, New York, which employed a point system based on the adequacy of
public facilities to establish tiers of growth radiating outward.  Urban growth boundaries control
the extent of intensive development by limiting development beyond the designated boundaries. 
These types of programs are typically focused on reducing sprawl and/or protecting open lands. 
Portland Oregon is a well-known example of this type of program.  Because the CMP’s municipal
reserve program relies on designating a specific geographic area to accommodate future growth,
it is considered part of this category.



10 From Kelly (1993). 

11 From Kelly (1993). 

11

B. Adequate Public Facilities Ordinances (APFOs)

Also referred to as “concurrency” standards, APFOs establish criteria that prohibit development
except where adequate public facilities are available (i.e., public facilities must be available
concurrently with development)10.  Adequacy is typically defined in terms of level-of-service
(LOS) standards that are set for each type of public facility.  APFOs are grounded in a
comprehensive planning process that integrates the elements of local master plans with Capital
Improvement Programs (CIPs), and consequently require input from a mix of local participants. 
APFOs are in use across the nation.  The States of Florida and Washington require concurrency at
the local level for selected public facilities, while other programs (e.g., Montgomery County
Maryland) are State-enabled but locally initiated.  The New Jersey Legislature has considered
several bills in recent years to authorize the use of APFOs throughout the State and within the
Pinelands, but none have passed.  Assembly Bill 2125 and Senate Bill 1529 are currently pending
before the Legislature and would authorize such programs on a Statewide basis.

C. Rate-of-Growth Programs

These programs set limits on a community’s overall growth rate, either as a percentage or as a
number of units.11  Design of these programs is not necessarily directly linked to the availability of
public facilities.  Two well-known examples are Petaluma, California, which set a limit of 500 new
dwelling units per year, and Boulder, Colorado, which established a two percent annual growth
rate that has since been reduced.

A more detailed discussion of the potential applicability of each of these approaches to the
Pinelands follows the analysis of RGAs in most need of such programs, presented below.

III. Characteristics of Target Pinelands RGAs

In order to fully assess which timed-growth approach(es) is best suited for the Pinelands, it is first
necessary to understand the extent to which local conditions warrant intervention and the
associated implications for implementation.  In addition to population and development trends,
key factors to consider include how much vacant land remains and how it is configured (i.e.,
contiguous vs. scattered parcels).

As noted previously, several Pinelands RGAs do not have sufficient vacant upland acreage to gain
much benefit from timed-growth measures, either because they are too small in terms of total
acreage or because they have too little vacant upland acreage available for development.  Based
on low development potential (as determined by multiplying estimated vacant acreage by the
maximum residential densities prescribed by the CMP), Commission staff determined that RGAs
in the following municipalities probably do not warrant further consideration: Barnegat Township,
Beachwood Borough, Berkeley Township, Berlin Borough, Berlin Township, Chesilhurst
Borough, Dover Township, Evesham Township, Manchester Township, Medford Lakes
Borough, Shamong Township, Southampton Township, South Toms River Borough, Stafford
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Township, Tabernacle Township, and Waterford Township. Of these, Barnegat and Stafford
Townships have approached buildout as a result of recent development booms, while Manchester
Township is participating in a settlement under New Jersey’s affordable housing law that will limit
its available land.  All of the remaining RGAs in this group are estimated to be able to
accommodate less than 1,500 new housing units (and in most cases, substantially less).

Commission staff then took a closer (yet still somewhat cursory) look at the eight remaining
RGAs, which are located in Egg Harbor Township, Galloway Township, Hamilton Township,
Jackson Township, Medford Township, Monroe Township, Pemberton Township, and Winslow
Township.  First,  population and residential building permit data were examined to get a better
understanding of development pressures in these municipalities.  These data are shown in Tables 4
and 5.  Next, aerial photographs from 2002 were examined in conjunction with wetlands
coverages using geographic information systems (GIS) to determine if large amounts of vacant
developable (i.e., upland) land remain, and if so, how they are distributed throughout the RGA,.
Where possible, this analysis was supplemented with more recent information on development
activity in order to account for growth that has occurred from 2002 until the present, including
identification of private development applications far along in the Commission’s review process
and analyses completed for other Commission projects.  Also, State and federal public lands were
excluded based on existing GIS coverages, and local public lands were excluded where known. 
The results were mapped and are summarized in Table 6 below, along with other data that reflect
recent development pressures.  The actual maps that were developed are provided in Appendix C. 
In reviewing the information presented in Table 6 and Appendix C, it is important to note the
fairly simple nature of the GIS analyses that were used to characterize vacant developable land. 
While this information is useful for broadly evaluating different approaches for timing growth,
more detailed analyses may be required if and when the Commission selects a particular option(s)
for further development. (Note: each RGA is being examined in much more detail as part of two
large studies that are underway concerning the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer and the Commission’s
Housing Task Force described previously.  Results will not be available, however, for several
more months.)  

General conclusions that can be drawn from these analyses with implications for timed-growth
options include:

? Many of the municipalities experienced large gains in population from 1990-2000,
although one (Pemberton Township) actually lost population.  In five (Galloway, Jackson,
Medford, Monroe, and Winslow Townships) of the eight municipalities, however,
population growth was greater in the portion of the municipality that is outside of the
Pinelands boundary than inside of the Pinelands boundary.

? Some municipalities are clearly in the midst of a development boom.  While the two-year
timeframe for building permits shown in Table 5 is not long enough to establish a trend (or
may miss booms that have already occurred), certain locations still experienced significant
jumps.  In Galloway, Medford, Monroe, and Winslow Townships, however, municipal
officials reported more recent development occurring inside of the Pinelands boundary
than would be expected given the inside/outside population proportions shown in Table 4.
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Table 4.  Population Trends in Target RGAs
Municipality Inside

Pop., 
1990

Inside Pop.
Change, 
‘90-‘00

Percent
Change
‘90-‘00

Outside
Pop.,
1990

Outside Pop.
Change,
‘90-‘00

Percent
Change,
‘90-‘00

Total
Pop.,
2000*

Est. Pop.,
2002*

Percent
Change,
‘00-‘02*

Egg Harbor Twp. 11,687 4,522 39% 12,905 1,612 12% 30,726 33,382 8.6%

Galloway Twp. 8,497 2,161 25% 14,824 5,727 39% 31,209 33,593 7.6%

Hamilton Twp. 14,988 4,148 28% 1,024 339 33% 20,499 21,968 7.2%

Jackson Twp. 4,124 -18 0% 29,108 9,602 33% 42,816 47,580 11.1%

Medford Twp. 18,206 33 0% 2,320 1,694 73% 22,253 23,047 3.6%

Monroe Twp. 15,122 -716 -5% 11,581 2,980 26% 28,967 29,522 1.9%

Pemberton Twp. 30,740 -2,613 -9% 602 -38 -6% 28,691 28,722 0.3%

Winslow Twp. 15,426 173 1% 14,661 4,351 30% 34,611 34,954 1.0%

* Data shown are for entire municipality.
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Table 5.  Development Trends in Target RGAs
Municipality ‘02 Bldg.

Permits*
‘03 Bldg.
Permits*

% Change* Estimated Backlog** Comments

Egg Harbor Twp. 676 781 16% 4,000 units Most new development inside of Pinelands
boundary

Galloway Twp. 305 297 -3% 150 units Municipality estimates that 50% of new
development inside of Pinelands boundary

Hamilton Twp. 294 357 21% 1,960 units Most new development inside of Pinelands
boundary

Jackson Twp. 640 786 23% 30 units Virtually all new development outside of
Pinelands boundary; subsequent downzoning of
non-Pinelands part of Township, however, may
increase development pressure inside

Medford Twp. 104 52 -50% 400 units Despite prior population gain outside,
municipality reports most new development
occurring inside of Pinelands boundary;
development potential inside of boundary
currently constrained by limited sewer permits

Monroe Twp. 333 241 -28% 300 Virtually all new development outside of
Pinelands boundary during preceding decade,
but municipality reports increasing development
inside boundary in last five years

Pemberton Twp. 29 25 -14% Negligible Little new development inside or outside of the
Pinelands boundary

Winslow Twp. 90 382 324% 850 units Most new development previously outside of
Pinelands boundary, but recent development
also occurring inside RGA 

 * Data shown are for entire municipality.
** Refers to the number of approved, but unbuilt units in RGAs.  Sources are as follows: Egg Harbor, Galloway, Jackson, Medford, Monroe
   and Winslow Townships - municipal officials; Hamilton Township - 1/04 report on status of municipal reserve; Pemberton Township -
   Commission staff.
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Table 6.  Summary Analysis of Large Vacant Land Areas in RGAs
Municipality Total RGA Acreage Vacant Tracts Exceeding 30 Acres in Size

Egg Harbor Twp. 14,230 8 areas identified, ranging in size from 100 to more than 330 acres; some wetlands.

Galloway Twp. 3,260 4 areas identified, ranging in size from 30 to 340 acres (3 areas < 60 acres); some
wetlands.

Hamilton Twp. 9,090 1 area identified totaling 320 acres; some wetlands.

Jackson Twp. 2,660 3 areas identified, ranging in size from 120 to 440 acres; some wetlands.

Medford Twp. 8,410 6 areas identified, ranging in size from 60 to 175 acres; some wetlands.

Monroe Twp. 5,920 8 areas identified, ranging in size from 45 to 270 acres (4 areas < 60 acres); some
wetlands.

Pemberton Twp. 6,780 2 areas identified, both > 330 acres; some wetlands, and threatened and endangered
species in at least one area.

Winslow Twp. 6,530 7 areas identified, ranging in size from 50 to 315 acres; some wetlands.


